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List of cards used to rank ecosystem services preferences by stakeholders. 

Ecosystem services (left column) were valued by stakeholders through the ranking of 

preferences via cards (brightly coloured, originally in Spanish); these comprised one column 

with the topic, a second column explaining the main idea that each ecosystem services 

represents and a third column including an example that applies to the River Piedra floodplain. 

Here, we attempted to capture the widest range of ecosystem services valuable to 

stakeholders based on a previous observation of the main activities developed around the 

River Piedrafloodplain. 

 

Ecosystem 

Service 
Topic Main idea Applied example 

Climate 

regulation 
CLIMATE 

TEMPERATURE and 

environmental MOISTURE 

regulation 

We feel much cooler under a poplar 

tree or by the river than in the middle of 

a field.  

Water flow 

regulation 
WATER 

AQUIFER recharge, water 

drains underground 

A part of the floodwater can be drained 

through the soil. 

Water quality 

regulation 
WATER 

Water PURIFICATION: the 

stream water is purified 

downstream. 

Turbidity disappears. 

Stream water is drinkable. 

Water supply WATER 
Householdand farming 

CONSUMPTION. 

Stream water is used for drinking, 

washing, cooking, gardening, and 

farming. 

Household water comes from a well by 

the side of the river. 

Soil 

formation 

& Nutrient 

regulation 

SOILS 

Nutrient-rich FERTILE SOIL is 

created. 

Soils are retained. 

Floods bring sediments that are good 

for farming. 

Riverbank vegetation prevents soil 

losses by floods. 



Pollination 
PLANTS and 

ANIMALS 

POLINATION (in fruit groves 

and elsewhere). 

Fruit-groves give fruits thanks to pollen 

carried by bees. 

Genetic 

resources 

PLANTS and 

ANIMALS 

LOCAL VARIETIES of 

vegetables, herbs and animals 

Our local varieties better support low 

temperatures and droughts.  

In the river there are animals only found 

in this area. 

Medicinal 
PLANTS and 

ANIMALS 
MEDICINAL We use plants for remedies. 

Food 

provision 

(Crops) 

PRODUCTION 

CROPS (orchards, fruit groves, 

cereal) for selling or own 

consumption 

Crops generate richness. 

Food 

provision 

(Fish, Crabs, 

Hunting) 

PRODUCTION FISHING, HUNTING 
Fishing and hunting are good to obtain 

food. 

Sheep Food 

provision 
PRODUCTION PASTURES for livestock 

Livestock use pastures or stubble by the 

river. 

Raw 

materials 
PRODUCTION MATERIALS, wood, etc. 

Woods and gravels are used for 

building. 

Energy ENERGY 

HYDROELECTRICITY 

(la Requijada, la Tranquera) 

Hydroelectricity is generated by the 

river 

Landscape & 

Aesthetic & 

Habitat 

provision 

LANDSCAPE A VARIETY of LANDSCAPES 
The river provides the landscape with a 

different value. 

Sense of 

place 

& Social 

relations 

CULTURAL 

SENSE-OF-PLACE 

SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS 

I feel attached to this place because of 

the river. 

There is a festival we celebrate together 

by the river. 

Recreation & 

Tourism 
CULTURAL 

LEISURE 

TOURISM 

We usually walk the river or fish there. 

Tourism attracts money here. 

Educational & 

Scientific 

value 

CULTURAL EDUCATIONAL 
School-children come to the river to 

learn. 



Spiritual & 

Relaxation      

& Life quality 

CULTURAL 

RELAXATION 

LIFE QUALITY 

 

The river is relaxing. 

Living close the river or being able to 

come to visit provides me with a good 

life quality. 

 


